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7)  SUMEX Equipment Upgrade

Rindfleigchs We have the new tape and file system and the additiona)
256K of memory on 1ine, That has provided auite a bit of additiena)
filespace, almost a factor of 2, that has partially been allocated
among the various projects, and the tapes have made & substantia)
improvement {m the dumping time,==Welre no longar taking the system
down to users on Sunday mormings since we have the tapes now that
are fast emough, We Just do the dymps with the system running,
Every monmth we do the dump with the ysers exclyded so that we get
all of the files,v=1f the user {8 working anmd has a file open then
it wouldn't be dumped, 80 Just to be sure we get all of them on »
momthly basi{s, and we exclyde users for that morming, The memory
has made » substanti{a)l qualitat{ve differerce in the feel of the
system in the sense that there are more Jobs (n memory that are
runnable now, amd I think that the predicted thimgs have happenedy
a) the load average has come dowm because [ohs are getting runm
faster; and b) when the load average gets up around 6 or so the
feel of the system {s better in that responsiveness {s faster,
We're stil) eollecting quamtitative deta to measyre the improvememt
in I/0 wait time and that sort of thing,

Myerss Here at Pittsburgh, the addition has beerm tremendously valuable
80 _that we can work mow at times when we couldn't at all work
before from the standpoint of speed and whatmot, emnd we've found it
tremendously helpful,

Rindflelschs We've had similar comments from other users, and that was
the main thing that we were after (n making these augmentations,

|} Rutgers Site Visit/Resource Renmewa!
(impressions om site visit and where resourece stands inm genera) pletuyre)

Amarels We had a site visit on 9/9, and it was very goed, very
thorough, an excellent groyp chalred by, ,and inelyding Harery Pople,
I heard,,,a few days that the counci) approved contimuation of the
resource for 3 years, and | have some,,,ouidel{nes abeut the leve!
of the resource, It's higher tham the one we have mow, less than
what ] proposed, I'm sti\l at the point where I wanmt to study some
of the measures that conme fnom the study section,,, ] dem'!'t mave
vyet the particulars but a fairly good idea, The i{mdicatiom Is to
continue most of the sciemtific work we're doing amd the collabo-
ration and a certain amount more specifically {n the amoumt of
computer science that we have, but the study sectiem didn't approve
the upgrade of the curremt system,,, That'!s where we stanmd at this
poinme, I sti)) want to discuss that {mn same detal! with Bil! to
see exactly what {t means,,,

Lederbergy Does that meam that there wi{ll net be a substantiel



increment of computer capability that could be used by the AIM?

Amarel: The way [ read the scientific and technical diseussion, it
looks as {f there are not goimg to be substantial {mereases (n the
computer capability to the general community but rather this (s
going to be mainly focused on the environment for our owm Pesearch
setivities at Rutgers pPlus collaborators that are uorking very
closely with us rather tham germeral groups of users in the AIM
community,,,

Bakers That's mot the way I read it, (4 om agenda) The recommendation
was to go ahead anmd buy out the Rutgers machine, This leaves a
whole 1ot of majntemance costs to be bosne by the rescurce activity,
Rutgers would still have to maintain some {nterest in supperting
the maehime {m terms of maimtemance, The Implicatiom of going out
and buying out the machime I imterpret as adding additiomal capacity
to the eoverall AIM commumity, and (tis goimg to be up to 8aul to
decide what that means in terms of connect time from people outside
his own set of collaborators and activities there, The Stanford
conmect time {s approachimg 150K hours/year, so the way I would
1ike to make the assessment (g some sort of pleture from Sayul of
how much commect time he seas he ean put out to the best of the
community with the kind of leve! we!ll be suoporting him ot, !
think you figure ft's about S5X at the present timey I think it
should be more tham that ymder the gituatiom where we're geing
towards the payoff of the hardware, That!s the difference that
Saul and ! have right mow, ! have mo {dea of what Sau) sees as an
{merament from SX; he'l)l have to determine that anmd tell us,

Amarely I'm mot sure there i3 a difference because I'd like to have at
least another dey to look imto the details amd another day te talk
with Bill, and 1 think this particular discussion would have been
much more pProductive a Weeik from mow, My own goal s to try to
have gome additional capacity availlable here both for those directly
{nvolved {n the Rutgers research and collaborative aetivity but alse
some,,.outside,,sfor the commumity, The way I see this, (t deesn't
read this waY,..t00 strong a constraint,,,

Lederbergt I see that thimgs are sti{)] somewhat fluid there, and I
would agree that vou're goimg to need 8 Yittle while to let that
shake down, I hoPe ft Wil be possible to get some clear line of
poliey from Rutgers that we can use as the prem{se of our own
discussions at the site visit, That!s something we Just must nmot
be confused aboyt, I think we can Yive with a wide variety of
alteppative formulations of it, but we've got to have a clear
pieture of what it {8 that we're going to present to the site visit,

Amarel; Both during the site visit amd im the material I've recei{ved
80 far that itlg very clear that the group here at Ruytgers f{s
percei{ved as heing a very important integral part of the nationa!
community around SUMEX=AIM and that this {s a single enterprise
and whatever we're goimg to come up with {n terms of efther
collaborative mechanisms or cycles, {t's got to be within the
tramework of the matiomal AIM project,,, In terms of collaboration,
dissemination of information amd AIM workshops, the thing that stil)
has to be worked is exactly how we're going to handle the aquestion
of the compytimg facility,, ,capacity goimg to be available for
loea! users,,,and even more gereral use,



2) SUMEX Site Vigit Plans

Lederbergs I think you've touched on the tws maim (ssues and {t!s
Guite possible that the questions of functiona)l collaberatiom wil)
be more Important thanm the {ssues of cvcle availability, Welye
talked about that before, and ] think we'd better have some more
conversations among ourselves in the next courle 0f weaks anmd get
that clarified further, I¢ {t's possible for vyou (Saul) to be at
the site visit, 1 thimk 1t wil) be easier to explainm these matters
In any case, 1 thimk we Wwill have to have some more conmversations
about that, 1lt's terribly importamt that we have a clear and
unified Poliecy on these mattersy that'!s what AIMIs a1} about and
I'm sure that'!'s what the study section will be looking for,

I really would like to mimimize the burden (AIMEXEC attendanece at
s{te visit), ! kmow the site vis{t meeds (nformation and 80 foarth,
bUt the notion that every user has to go al]l around the ecountry
evely time somg auestiom comes up about the resource {s mot very
satigfactory either, I wi{l]l try to get ome oFr two oOther
representative users that are eonvenient, Wioke weuld be am obvious
instance of that which would be mo great trouble to bring here and
would round out what we have om the climical side with the
membership of the present grour, If any of vou have amny other
thoughts about that or any particular ysers that we should try to
hightight for the site visit, I would be glad to have vour epinmien
about that,

Bakert If Jack eould possibly come, I thimk that would be very valyable,

Lederbergr ,,.1 think your project {s going to be quite instrumenta!
im the examimation of the metwork ytilities and what (ts bemefits
will be,

3) Distribution of Projects between SUMEX and Rutgers (imelyded | above)

Baker: Sau) has to dea) with me amd Rytgers, I thimk we ought to
have another Executive Committee meeting before the site visit so
that everyone knows how fiem we are and what our future potenmtia)
{s in terms ot distribution of Projects betweem SUMEX and Rutgers,

10) Next AIMEXEC Tejecon (3 and some 2 from 10/6 agenda)
(Thursday, 10727, 10 a,m, PDT x approx, | heur)

3) (comtinmued)

Feigembaum: In preparation for talkimg about 6, ] wonder i we could
get am uUpdate on the distributiom between Stanford and the AIM
projects on the machime, Tom, do vou have a statyus report on
that, Also, does anyone know the results of the other computer
reaVests that were site=visited last sprimg having to do with
Jack's project amd MIT!s projct and how they affect our AIM
community?

Bakert Jack's project was fynmded, The MIY project is funmded, but we
have no {dea how they relate to SUMEXwAIM,



Feigenbaumt Do vou think we would get amy embarrassing auestions abeyt
that at the site visit? (Bakerswmo, but I might,)

Lederbera:s I thimk we do have to have some sort of amswers, partieularly
in respect to the Pittsburgh effort,

Myers: We've been funded and we expect to carry on {nm mych the same
fashion as we have {m the last couple vears,

Lederberg; 8o the i{mplication {s that you will have a facllity which
wil) be uUsed for...

Myersi Nos, we were not approved for a separate facility, We were
approved on a eontinuatiom basis much as wefve been going now,

Lederbergr Sorry,,,l kmew vYou'd put {m to try te get something vou
could use for a field demonstration, and we certainly agreed that
that was not appropriate faor SUMEX,

Myersy We're dickering with other ways to get that accomplished, hyt
for the foreseeable future, I hope our relatiom to SUMEX will be
exactly as {t has bheen,

Lederbergt Warmer, Jack, Thare may be some more things that we can
do fer vyou now tham we were able to do until the recent yrorade,
80 maybe we ought to talk about that a 1{ttle fyurther, If vou
want to collect some {deas om how that might work, let's hear abouyt
them,

Bakert I'!} dig into the MIT thing and see what exists there, Whenm I
talked to Martin very early om (m his developimg of his application,
he was mot interested at a)l in reaching into the SUMEXwAIM
capacity to get his work done, The thinmng that has bothered me is
that they are 100X cdependent upom a machime owned by the Navy, and
1 donm't kmnow how Stable,,.don't kmnow anything aboyut that envirenment,

Lederberg; What you are telling me s that NIH {s not funding resource
capacity on their part, 3o {n that sense, there!s not a coordination
problem between diffarant computer resources in this area, That
point an something we didn't need to kmow about is auite relieving
to me because ! had amn image im mind that was quite gifferent frem
that and that they might imdeed be gatting fundimg for computer
capacity and if 8o obvicusly it would be a tittle awkward it we
didn't know amything about it, Well, that puts my mind to rest on
those two points,

Rimdflefscht This is the dats (usage spiit) based on the proposal
which was last sprirmg, I haven!t done amything more recent
lately, The total! Stamford CPU time, for example, for last vear
was 2233 hours, angd for the AIM community was 1035 hours,

Feigenbaum: The aquestion I'm gettimg at {s how much room {s there on
the AIM side for more projects? Do yoy feel we're hpavily loaded
on the AIM side or mot?

Lederbergs Plainly, we're not, We have a poliecy of equal aeccess to the
machime and the Stanford guys get there and use that privilege to
the fuliest, We have a schedyuling algorithm now that does nmot
allow that to erowd out the AIM people, so (¢ we're talking about



a faip alijayot om the AIM side, the machine should leck halt as
full to am inmeremental AIM yser as {t does to anm {mcremental
Stanford yser) and it wil) be at the expense of Stanford use anmd
convenience, but I think we have an obligatien to try to reach oyt
to thats) and that's (mplemented now in terms of the scheduling
algopi{thm,

Rindfletscht That's exactly the scheme that we tried to put together,
eveThe division is 40X for Stanford, 40% for AIM and 20% for Stats,
and MAINSAIL im subsumed im the Staff part whieh {mcludes a))
system work, administrative and MAINSAIL development,

Lederbergs Those are the access privileges, I think Staff (s about
on Par with Stanfard in terms of the extent to which they use it,
maybe a little bit behind it,

Rindtletseht Statf last year used 903 CPU hours, That's less tham the
AIM community, (AIM + Stadf almost z Stanford)

Amarely What is the pPrognosis for being able to get some mew projects
such as PUFF, for instamce, from the point of view 0f teechnical
resPonse as augmented now?

Lederbergt I think there's room on the system to mount them, and as
I say, to them the system will look half as crowded as it does to
the marginmal user from the Stanford side, and I think that!s mot
bad, Omly under the worst conditions will be appear to be
aartqculariv crowded, They will have the obstacles of lengedistanmce
communications, which of course the computer cvycle doesrm't help
very much, but {m terms of throughput on the programs and so forth,
1 think any ineremental AIM yser wil) find nimself i{n pretty geed
shape, He'l)l certainly be in better shape than the typica!
Stanford user is at the present time givem the loading end glvimg
the schedule algori{thm that we have in mind, We have a couple of
projects waitimg to be looked at, There's the PUFF thimg from
S:Fe There's one vou'll see that I donlt know whether we wamt to
act on fimnally or mot now frem Alan Lesgold at Pitetsburgh, There
are one or two others that I would put at the second tier that are
comimg upy, and they will add more om the AIM side, 1 fee! that at
this point we should stil) be actively recruiting for additienal
AIM projects but also making sure that the omes we've got are
adequately served,
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seel think ft's the Stanford side that kmows how to get what {t wants
oyt of the svystem, That's going to have to be held (n a queye {n
order to get a fair allocation, The other will happerm and that will
be a sign or our continued maturity, Right mow we have gottem an
augmentation and I think that the Justification/rationale for that
was to glve us some room for expansion on the AIM side as well as

to make 1i{fe possible for the rest Of the system,,, There are one
or two projects that we have omn AIM that don't use much resources
ands 1 feels, are of marginal value, but I den't fee! we have te geo
after them because we're not {n that much of a crynch right mow,

It would be miece to be at a place where we had to make harder
choices among projects, The question of administrative comtrols

on Usage (s terribly important too, and we're going to have to

learm how to monitor that, The fact is, mo AIM project {s living



over {ts budget of allocated resource, and the only place that's
problematical is filespace, Certainly no AIM project was using
more than its aliquot of campyter eyeles,

Feigembaym: I thimk we ought to gonsider the quality of life argument
in interaction as well as the tota) usage statisties, The quality
of 1ife on the AIM side right mow is extremely good and on the
Stanford side {s aquite diffieult, I woyld not like to see the AlIM
communmity get {tsel? ({nto the same state that the Stanford commynmity
has gottem {tseld imto with respect to quality of 1ife on the
machime, 50 we should be quite carefu! in lettimg mew projects
get admitted to the AIM side because pretty soon, as Tom poinmts out,
the l1oad average on the AIM side will Yook very bad,

Lederberg: We've always beem livimng om a tightrope tryima to,.sthose
considerations, I stil]l think we have to look for good projects
and them make our decisions about what we take or donlt take im the
Tight of the quality of the effort that wants to come on, I
certainly don't accept the proposition that we've got {t good so
fimd your own resources, You may have to disappoinmt some applicants
but only after very carefy) and deliberate consideratiom of theinr
m.’it'n

Bakert Do vou fee! like the quality of the projects that are being
supported are all real good projectsmenothing weak im this whole
groun?

Ledarbergs I think there are severa! weak projects, I dom't thimk they
comnsyme mueh by way of resources so I haven't felt {t's worthwhile
to make am {ssue of them, but that'!s Jyst one opinion, The whole
point of this managerial structure was that it was not a question
of do {t the way Lederberg says; {t was a aqyestion of allocating
that respomsibi{lity to an executive and advisory committee, so I
have followed their Yead with respect to what does/doesn't go on,
I'm mnot going to say any more aboyt {t yunless we have a specific
project that has to he acted om pight mow,

Baker) Are there any projects om the SUMEX=AIM system, im or out of
Stanford, that have questionrable aquality?

Lindbergr ,,,you're also doing an experiment in community building
and promotimg collaboration, so I don't see any resson to take
after any of those orojects right mow when they don't comsume
substantial resources and they have those other viptyes,

Myers: Obviously, there's auite a wide range of quality of the prajects,
Some are much better tham others and some might even approach the
mediocre, From what Josh says, there hasn't been any reason to
be oppressive againgt the poorer omes at the moment, but @ would
thoraughly agree with him that we don't wanrmt to adopt a stand pat
attitude that where there are gocd projects we ought to receive
their applications, examinme them carefully, be objective,,.» I
think there's room for improvement and we oyught te receive
applications and test them very carefully as (n any academic pyursyit,

Lederberas (et me expand Just a l{ttle bit fyrther, I've beem watching
the community usage statisties auite closely, Tom has gemerated
beautifyl project contrel {(mformation, 1 thinmk we've got better
here thon im almost anmy other system of any kimd I know about In



terms of being able to manage the resource uti{lization, I donm't
see any significant amount of the resource being wasted, There

are projects that are given theoretical access that {f I say them
burning up an awfu1 1ot of time ! would start raising some questions
as to whether {t was worth {t but 1 don't see them doimg that so
that's why I've beem auite modest {n pressimg on those points

and that's gxactly what I would tell the site visit, The actual
allocation of usage is not in really terribly bad ahape, (m fact,
it's im excellent gshape except that I thimk the AIM side does
deserve a little more,,,and facilitation and help to brimg it up

to Ppar with what the Stanford guys can do, The Stanford group
cbviously kmows very well what {t wants, has access to a 1ot of
fnformationweit!s right therev~and even with the scheduling algorithm
{t's a Yarger group, a larger critical mass, People talking to one
another all the time,,,new {deas, etg, It's no,,,plot) (tls the
fact that we have a very strong working greup that (s responsible
for that degree of utilizatien, It's mot as specialized as the
othep grcups outside 80 a 1ot of new thinmngs are getting started and
80 ony I'm very proud of that, I make no apologies for that at
all, I would lYike to enecourage a wider varioty of uses eutside teo
brimg it up to par, amd I think on the AIM side there is sti)) room
to do that,

Amarel: In the Advisory Committee meeting that we had this summer at
the AIM Workshop, there was some discussion about various projects
avality,.,and relevance to the entire bysiness of AIM, It was felt
there may be ome Or two Projects that are sort of close to the
uncertainty level as to whether they shoyld continye, but on the
whole, the maim projects are very good,

Lederbergt The of?‘cia! findimg of the Advisory Committee was let the
status que 3o for the time being, Don raised onme aquestionm about
Bob Limdsay!'s preject, He was perfectly correct that that did
require some re=focussing, and we've communicated with him about
that to get somethimg that might be tighter, The fact is, hisg
resource consumption has been auite mimimal so that {1lustrates the
poinmt that I was making earlier, but we will either get a more
satisfactory/more concrete statement from him for further review
or we'!ll shyt him off altogether, [ dom't think that case
represants a severe proeblem, That was the resolytion of the
Advisory Committee,

Lederberg: ,,,] agree with what 1 think you saidy Sayls but I woyld
have phrased {t a Yittle differently, 1It's the good Projeects that
are on AIM being compared to projects that may or may not be as geod
from the outsides, but 1 think we have enough resources te accept onme
or two other significant good projects and that we al) will be better
oft? {4 we can mamage to do that, 1! we do, we may/may net have to
bump ome or two o0f the marginal omes, It'!s not clear to me that we
have to do that either, Im my own opinmion, I do mot think that
there's a significant Yess than excellent quality econsymer of
resources who's getting (n the way of somebody else comimng om the
AIM side, There are lots of problems on the Stanford side,*=The
scheduling algorithm protects the interests of the AIM group, and
I thinmk that's worki{mg very well from everything Iim able to see,
that it!'s doimg what it's supposed to do im that regard, maybe
even leaning over backwards a 'ittle bit. Amny new user who happens
to come on can somatimes get essentially fyull ownership of the
machime {4 he happens to be {solated at that time regardiess of the



importance of what he's doing at that particular moment, but that's
finey that's Just the way {(t should be, The way we designed the
system was that as far as resource access was concerned that (¢t

was gofng to Yook Yike three different machimes with a 40/40/20
split and then whatever's left over after there's been complete
access on that bhasis can be used f{irst come first serve so (t isn'e
wasted, I think {¢ {8 working that way, and ] think that's an {dea)
arrangement,

Baker! ,,.It seems to me that the quality of the projects om SUMEXwAIM
{s good, and we don't need to be concerned about {t at thi{s time,

Lederbera; The basis of that was the mailing out of the amnual reports
with the detailed project summary, We |Jogged each of the members of
the advisory committee to ook at them again, I thimk that they did
spend at least half an hour doing that Just prior to the mestimg and
many of them before, We did mot go ever sach project ore at a time
and get & vote om {t and try to make,,.inquiry, In fact, we
discussed whether to do (t amd the consensus was this is not a good
time particularly since there's mno operational requirement for (¢
that i{s in terms of the competition for resources at that time,

The discussion them was on the basis of that genera! overviewwewas
there anythimg that did stamd out, I tried hard to mnot just mave

a perfunctory blanket cover,,,the one thing that was brought up was
this thing about Bob Lindsay, We do have resolytiem (m mimutes,
see] don't see amy reason except the appearanmce of spinning wheels
not to adhere to the procedure that we've had so far, At some time
and I think preferably after welve gotten straightened out about our
rerewal amd so forth maybe a more focussed re=examimatiom o6f cne or
two projects at a time would be in order but more from the view of
rether patermalistically trying to help them alomg and kind of relate
them to what other people are doing and so forth tham a terribly
rigorous or critice! examination, But we obviously do have to lay
on Some protocels for careful review, (approach agreesble to all)

3) Critique of '77 AIM Workshop

Amarels I received a few letters, mostly positive,,,I think it was
very good, I think there was a 1ot of {nformation commynicated
to Pecrlie, an excelleont get together about what!s going on
scientifically in AIM, We had 5 woerkimg sessionms that were go0od,
We had the whole thing videotaped and at this poimt quite a bie
of Work has heen donre,,, Onme of the {mportamt thimgs we decl!ded
an the last day of the workshop was co)laboratiom betweem Rutgers
and Stanford groups on looking at possibly editing the material and
preparing the proceedings both im 3 form that would be om SUMEXwAIM
and distribyted hardeopy, We'll have to work that out byt I think
things are moving along this line,

Bakery The feedback I have {s that by keeping it smal) it was much more
effective tham the previous workshaeps,

Lederbergs That'!s my reaction too, The only megative side of that is
that a Yot of our younger pecple on the projects amd graduate
students missed the opportumity to participate, The people at
Rutgers, obviously, were very welcome there, and that did raise the
question of whether we shoyld/shoyldn't try to alternate the
locationm for it for essentially that reasom from the East Coast te



the wWest Coast, I think that's something that's still yp in the
airy, l've heard some enthysiasm around here that maybe mext year
we should have (t om the West Coast and ! suppose that's something
we have to settle before teo lonmng,

Feigenbaumi Saul amd 1 have spokenr briefly aboyut {t, There was quite
a bit of dissati{sfaction here at Stamford with the limited
attenmcdance of Stanford People caused by the fact that Mmany,.,to send
them to Rutgers and the fact that Rytgers studenmts and junior
researchers get an ynfair advantage {n that theyl!re able to attend
al) of these sessions, Many feel that the AIM Workshop is their
annua) meeting and they'pre being exclyded from their annya! meeting,
80 they voluynteered t0 run a workshop nmext vear, Jomathan King,
a8 9raduate student here on leave of absemce working for the CS Dept,
for a vear, was willimg to undertake the arrangements for the
workshop so that is a possibilityy itls at Yeast feasible for
Stanford to take on the great amounmt of work that Rutgers has been
doing over the fast few vears on the workshops, byt we have to
decide pPretty auickly mostly becayse dates are i{mportanmt amd we
have to reserve rooms/reservations/peorle!s schedyles,

Amarel1 I don't kmow that I would call the Rutgers students attending
unfair,,s There's a 1ot of effort to putting on the workshop both
at the technical leve! and management and organization, Ome person
is mot emough) it reauires a few people on some continuing basis
ucrklng/ineeract*ﬂo..-vtrieus parts of the AIM commumity, 1 fee!
ft!'s a good ides to make {t a little more practical,,,doecuments,
Ome of mein rcsponab111t§oa of that document (s the area of the
workshop and AIM disseminatiom, Thi{s is the majJor responsibility,
mot that of providing a site, ,,,it comes down to the questionm of
how we're going te organmize ourselves and divide responmsibility,
From our point of view, we are again pPrepared to have the workshop
here, We are funded for that,,,for mext year at the same leve!
as nNow for a small workshops, and we have an excellent place, the
Continuing Education Center at Rutgers, whieh {s a good one both
in terms of facilities and a good place for people to interact,
The CEC {s available to us Jume 25«30, 1978, We have mandate/
funds to do ft, but I'd Y{ke to discuss fynrther with Bi{l),

Lederbeargy Itve certainly had im mind the same view that you've
fndicated abouyt the appropriatemess of the sharing of responsibility,
Ome thing (g that I feel we're trying to Pyt together a nationa!
effort, and one of the prices of that is that vyou don't take on
every responsibility and every burdem at one place, so I'm
delighted at the enormous effort that you and colleagues have been
puttimg imto (¢, and ] thimk that plans havimg gome this far, Jet's
agree that we will have the mext workshop at Rutgers on the dates
that you've mentiomed amnd leave open the question for the futyre
of am occasi{ona) alternation, The only other thing (s that 1¢ we
camn Jyust raise another $5,000 that we could be able to cover amother
dozen graduate students maybe on some austere basis !ike thay go on
a charter f1ight or someth{mng of that sort that would go a leng way
to solvimg part of the problem amd would stil) not be a major
inecrement in the cost for the effort since I thimk there (s some
Justice to their concern about {t, We eoyld explore, althouah the
way the telecons are going is pretty margimal, s whether we can
get a good lenmg line communication and have at least the audio
part of the discussions available at Stamford, We might lock inte
that a lfttle bit,,,



Amarel! You mean instantaneous, on line, with the possibility of people
asking questions and so on?

Lederberg:s Sure, Questions maybe ought mot to be verbal; maybe we
ought to set up the teleconferencing over the metwork for that kind
of dialogue, That would also mean that we ask users to at least
{n some cases put their text f{les corresponding to thei{r s {des
$0 they could be called up, This Just ocecyrred to me and I dom'te
wamt to be t0oo much of a Zealot about that but {t just possibly
might work, 1I¢ we canm get the cooperatiom of the speakers, we can
demonstrate that we don't alwavs have to travel to do everythimg
that!s mesegsary here, Obviously {t!s mueh more intimate and there
are more unplanned oncounters and thatis terribiy (mpeortamt at the
meeting, We'll make some further Iinquiries about facilitating
graduate atydent particimation,

Amarely Excellent {dea,,.but we should mot {mcrease the tota! mumber of
invitees to the workshop, It was very important to keep {(t at @
reasonable size, Even under these condit{ons we have to be a little
carefyl,,, But, certainly {f we have a 1ittle more money to bring
graduate students to thi{s area that would be excellent, ,,,,,there
{s amother question, This year we decided to sort of separate the
entire questionm of internal discussion and interaction amd more
disseminations, and last vear we made an effort to have some activity
especially a session onm applications of Al,,,
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Lederbergt ,,.,but it is anm off campus centered asctivity and, therefore,
belongs om the AIM agemda, ,,,about status of application and
funding for ¢,

Feigenbaumt application was site visited in June, There is supposed
to be some coumci! action about mow,,, ! suspect there's a fairly
good chanmce of {ts gettimg fumded, Im any event, the technica!
work {8 proceeding ot a slow pace, There are two parts to the
project, One has to do with pulmonmary function diagnosis from the
Use of spyrometer data, The other has to do with suggestions to the
attending physiciam about interventions in the uUse 0f a ventilatinmg
machime, There's a Ph,D, student im CS working on each side of
that project, Both |tudents are proceeding to work on thelr theses
with the yse of some of the private expertise of the San Frameiseo
PeoPle even bafore there's been any fynding, That's the ecurrent
state,

Lederbergs 1 have a few comments, I recal) now a J{ittle more
precisaly why {(t was not formally acted on, I felt some
embarrassment about discussimg this proposal (m Ed's presence,

1 commented that I thought it would be better procedyre to permit
any member of the Advisory Committee who had any other reactions

to communicate that efther to me or Bi{l! Baker, 1 have mot had any
such commynication, [t was in order to give opportunity for what
might be more critical and more objective comment, That was one
reason for this delay,



Bakerl Regardless of the outcome of the application, I think {t should
be supnorted as a pilot praject, 1Y the students really do make
progdress on it themn become a fyullefledged project,

Lederberg: I have onme question about that, ¢ the proposal has heen
approved then I would sSuggest we approve access to SUMEX
{ndependently of whether {t!s funded or not which I think raises
other kinds of aquestions, If there's any chamce of (ts be!ng
disapproved, 1 would be aquite loathe to contravene the affirma!1ve1v
negative action of a study section without a closer {maquiry,

Baker; This was a computer study section, and I thimk it represents
again a review where two peers were not picked to go aleng onm the
site visit, 1I'm mot really concerned about whether the study
sectiom approves it or not,

Myersy Y have been con;idgrtng this on the study sectiom, ] donm'e
knrow all the details of priorities, but the project received very
favorable cons#doration. My recollection was that there was no
discussion of disapproval) the only queation was how high up the
priority list to place {t,

Lederberg:r Well, 1 suggest we go ahead and approve {t, and (¢ a
disapproval comes through then I thimk we should recomsider it in
the Yight of all the cirecumstances,

Amarel; Why should we consider this project as a pilot? A1) of our
{mformation about the praject,,.numerous discyssions alnready,,,
1t covers all the things we 1ike to see in the AIM commumity in
terms of applications of Al in medicime and relevance anmd possible
econtribution to the AIM community, Why do we have te wait for
whatever kimd of formal statement? It may be an {ssue of policy
mot to handle things like thaty, byt I feel we should consider {t
for a reaylar project and I'd tike to see it as part of the

eommunmity,

Lederberas I appreciate that comment and I agree with vou, I thimk the
reason 1t was put {m this form was that at the time the application
had Just gome in for NIH sypport and 8o was a Project pending from
that standpoint, Now that {t's becominmg o def‘nit:va ome, we shoy'ld
delete the word oilot {n oyr comsideration of fty, I've heard
Unanimously posftive statements about {t, 30 {f there's mo dissent,
that one has bean accepted,



